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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2, Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10, 12-14, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kagami (U.S. Patent No. 4,623,975). 

Referring to claim 10, which is representative of claim 1, 

i. A means for determining if a comer of the document is missing based upon 
captured image data associated with the document is explained by Kagami in column 16, 
lines 44-57. Kagami explains that if the widths of the comers (corresponding to X and Y 
illustrated in figure 17) are determined to fall within an allowable range, then the values 
of Wii, Wi3, Wmb and Wni3 are stored. Kagami illustrates a processing circuit (45) in 
figure 6 capable of performing the methods explained by Kagami and illustrates the dog- 
ear determination as part of the document processing system in figure 12B by reference 
number 107. 

ii. A means for determining if the comer of the document has a fold when the comer 
of the document is determined to be missing is explained by Kagami in column 16, line 
59 to column 17, line 36. Kagami explains that if the dog-ear amounts do not fall within 
an allowance, then the values are rejected. However, if the values do fall within the 
allowance, then dog-ears are determined as illustrated in figure 17. Kagami illustrates a 
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processing circuit (45) in figure 6 capable of performing the methods explained by 
Kagami and illustrates the dog-ear determination as part of the document processing 
system in figure 12B by reference number 107. 

Referring to claim 12, which is representative of claims 2 and 17, determining if a comer 
of a document is missing including the means for determining if at least a predetermined amount 
of the comer of the document is missing is explained by Kagami in column 16, lines 44-55. The 
measured widths of the comer are stored if they fall within an allowable range, corresponding to 
both a bottom and top threshold that define the range. 

Referring to claim 13, which is representative of claims 3 and 18, determining if the 
comer of the document has a fold including the means for determining if the fold of the comer of 
the document is at least a predetermined size is explained by Kagami in column 17, lines 12-36. 
Kagami explain that the dog-ear amounts are rejected if they fall outside an allowance 
determined by a dog-ear determination level. If the fold of each comer is larger/smaller, then the 
pixels values counted in equation (11) will change resulting in a different dog-ear amount for 
each comer. 

Referring to claim 19, which is representative of claims 4 and 8, 

i. Determining if at least a predetermined amount of the comer of the document is 
missing corresponds to claim 2. 

ii. Determining if the fold of the comer of the document is at least a predetermined 
size corresponds to claim 3. 

Referring to claim 14, which is representative of claim 6, 
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i. A means for scanning a document to capture image data which is representative 
of an image of the document is illustrated by Kagami in figure 6 by the line sensor (35). 

ii. A means for processing at least a portion of the captured image data to calculate a 
first count of pixels associated with a comer of the document is explained by Kagami in 
column 16, lines 55-65 and illustrated in figure 17. Kagami explains that the standard 
area SFl is selected in a portion spaced apart from the edge (or comer) of the document 
by a predetermined amount (20 mm in the example of figure 17), thereby relating the SFl 
to the comer of the document. The sum (or count) of the pixel values in SFl is calculated 
in order to determine if a fold (or dog-ear) is present in the comer of the document. 
Kagami illustrates a processing circuit (45) in figure 6 capable of performing the methods 
explained by Kagami and illustrates the dog-ear determination as part of the document 
processing system in figure 12B by reference number 107. 

iii. A means for processing at least a portion of the captured image data to calculate a 
second count of pixels associated with the comer of the document is explained by 

Kagami in colunm 17, lines 14-16 by . Kagami illustrates a processing circuit (45) 

in figure 6 capable of performing the methods explained by Kagami and illustrates the 
dog-ear determination as part of the document processing system in figure 12B by 
reference number 107. 

iv. A means for determining if the comer of the document is missing or has a fold 
based upon the first count of pixels associated with the comer of the document and the 
second count of pixels associated with the comer of the document is explained by 
Kagami in column 17, lines 14-16 and lines 24-27. The first count of pixels, 
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corresponding to Sfi, and the second count of pixels, corresponding to ^W^^ , are used to 

determine the value DEfi. Kagami explains that if DEfi is outside of an acceptable 
region or level, corresponding to a threshold, then a dog-ear (or fold) is determined. 
Kagami illustrates a processing circuit (45) in figure 6 capable of performing the methods 
explained by Kagami and illustrates the dog-ear determination as part of the document 
processing system in figure 12B by reference number 107. 

Referring to claim 16, the means for determining if the comer of the document is missing 
or has a fold including the means for determining whether a comer of the document is missing 
and means for determining if a comer of the document has a fold when the comer of the 
document is determined to be missing corresponds to claim 10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 5, 7, 9, 11, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kagami in view of WiUiams (U.S. Patent No. 4,429,991). 

Referring to claims 7, 1 1, and 15, determining the usability of the captured image data 
associated with the document based upon at least one of the determination as to whether the 
comer of the document is missing and the determination as to whether the comer of the 
document has a fold is not explicitly explained by Kagami. Kagami does illustrate a currency 
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damage signal, corresponding to no usability, in figure 12E, which is part of the overall system 
of Kagami, including the dog-ear determination as illustrated in figure 12B. However, Kagami 
does not explicitly explain determining the usability of the bank note (explained in column 1, 
hnes 7-14) based upon the determination that a comer of the document is missing. Williams 
explains in column 1, lines 6-23 that missing or folded comers render bills unusable and require 
that the bills be taken out of circulation. Wilhams explains that bills with missing or folded 
comers reduce the reliability of bill detection systems ("drop below standards"). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use implement the usability determination system of Williams in the missing and folded comer 
detection system of Kagami in order to reject bills which may not be detected accurately by bill 
detection systems, such as vending machines. 

Referring to claims 5 and 9, determining the usability of the captured image data 
associated with the document based upon at least one of the determinations of claims 2 and 3 
corresponds to claim 1 1 . The system of Kagami determines whether a comer of the document is 
missing by determining if at least a predetermined amount of the comer of the document is 
missing, corresponding to claim 2, and determines if the comer of the document has a fold by 
determining if the fold of the comer of the document is at least a predetermined size, 
corresponding to claim 3. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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Leong et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,751,841) - To exhibit determining if the comer of 

a bank note is damaged as explained in column 5, hnes 24-53. 

Lau (U.S. Patent No. 5,323,473) - To exhibit determining the extent of a fold in 

the comer of a document by counting the pixels in coarse and fine detection steps as 

explained in column 13, line 17 to column 15, line 6. 

Mirzaoff et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,408,094) - To exhibit determining the distance 

between an actual comer and a detected comer and thresholding the distance value to 

determine if a fold is present in a document as explained in column 7, lines 21-55. 
6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hussein Akhavannik whose telephone number is (703)306-4049. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo H. Boudreau can be reached on (703)305-4706. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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